Thyer noted that the interdisciplinary nature of social work as a profession and a disciple creates obstacles to creating unique knowledge, concluding that the knowledge generated in social work research should be the development of "problem-specific" knowledge. 1 By this, he means that "a focus on the development, testing, and validation of psychosocial interventions [should] be the primary scholarly mission" of the field of social work, and that these interventions can be applied in a variety of human services settings. 2 Thus, the research domain of social work rests in the application of interventions that are based on what Thyer terms as "subject matter" research from other disciplines.
Strothmann and others before her have also noted that social work research is both multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary, and have sought to determine characteristics and aspects of essential social work literature. Strothmann, who is the most recent of these scholars, found that researchers use a wide variety of social science, medical and "hard" science resources. 3 Pierce has noted that bibliometric analysis poses certain challenges when dealing with interdisciplinary fields: the literature, perspectives, and theories are less cohesive and there are fewer distinct boundaries to the field. 4 The varying results of previous analyses of citation databases do not allow the researcher to reliably predict the relative strengths of each tool for use in analyzing social welfare research patterns.
This study is of significance to scholars in Information Studies in that it will shed additional light on the effectiveness of the citation databases in mapping scholarly communication; it will also be of significance to scholars in Social Work and Social Welfare interested in the relative strengths of these databases as they pertain to their field of research. Science as a means of facilitating the instruction of both sources in information literacy instruction sessions. 23 The variations in breadth and depth of these studies do not indicate clear patterns that can be immediately assumed to represent the coverage of citing references to social work sources in each of the three citation databases. Furthermore, as has been shown, social work research relies on an interdisciplinary blend of research; therefore the results of previous studies on coverage of various social science disciplines may not be directly analogous to the results to be garnered from studying social work literature in its own right.
Review of the Literature

Methodology
Before beginning any citation analysis, one must determine the body of research that will be used as a basis for collecting citing references. A common method is to choose top journals based on a citationbased ranking metric, most typically the Journal Impact Factor (JIF). an alternate ranking system of top journals in the field, based on scholar perception. Unfortunately, this ranking was not completely uninfluenced by a citation metric, as the JIF was used as one of the starting points to compile the journal list for the social work faculty to evaluate. The researchers also consulted a list of journals published in a previous survey, which were apparently derived from reviewing a variety of resources with information about scholarly journals in order to identify titles which met certain criteria for inclusion. 25 In addition, Sellers, et al. offered the faculty an option to add additional journals not included in the original survey, but there was no clear pattern to those suggested by respondents, and they were not used for the final analysis.
The present study used the top 5 journals of Sellers, et al.'s study that had the highest mean overall quality scores. 26 In other words, these were the top five journals ranked highest in overall quality by the 556 faculty members surveyed. The citing reference data for each journal was imported into a Microsoft Access database to facilitate analysis. Queries were generated to compare the coverage of citing references in all three databases for the journals together, and individually to determine any patterns. Once this data was collected and analyzed, it was evident that a closer look at the Google Scholar results would provide additional insight into the nature of coverage of that database.
Problems with Data Collection form Google Scholar
In collecting data from Google Scholar, results that were bad links or for which there was no reference information were discarded. Some issues arose when assigning the source types of the citing references. There were a significant number of citing references which were not journal articles, but instead web pages, word processing documents, and PDF files. Sometimes the PDF files and Word documents retrieved contained no direct statement about publisher information, and these were generally deemed to be unpublished manuscripts. Sometimes resources retrieved from Google Scholar were draft versions of research that was published in a scholarly journal at a later date and the draft and officially published version were sometimes listed as two separate results. In these cases, only the officially published versions of the article were counted as citing references. Furthermore, items designated as research papers, working papers, or reports, were all classified as "reports" based on the premise that all contained research findings and although some were published, none appeared in a scholarly journal.
Another problematic issue in Google Scholar was the handling of foreign language documents. In some cases, if a citing reference was to a document that was in a foreign language it was easy to discern if it was a journal article, doctoral dissertation, etc. whereas other times the source type/format could not be determined. All of these items were categorized as source type "foreign language" rather than make a distinction between the foreign language materials of known format and those of unknown format.
Quantifying the foreign language resources as a whole was important, and there was presumed to be a similar ratio of formats in the foreign languages to those in found in English and therefore the results of the analysis would still be proportionally accurate.
Results and Analysis
Database Coverage of Citing References
[ Figure 1 
Variations in Format/Document Type
[ Figure 2 ]The formats of the citing references (source types) were compared among databases. In
Scopus, of the 2126 total citing references retrieved, 1,782 or 83.8% were journal articles, 248 or 11.7% were reviews, and 96 or 4.5% were miscellaneous items such as conference papers, editorials, notes, letters, and short surveys.
In Web of Science, 1735 (99.7%) of 1,741 total citing references were journal articles and the remaining 6 (0.4%) were labeled series. Although the Web of Science documentation explains that "series" is "book in a series," it was felt that this explanation was not clear. 27 Upon examining these citations, it appeared that they consisted of scholarly article-length research that appeared in annual compendia as opposed to journals. Although Web of Science lists only three other possible publication types (conference, book, or patent), none of these publication types appeared in these results.
Google Scholar had a much more diverse array of citing references. Only 1,951 or 59.6% of the 3272 citing references retrieved were scholarly journal articles; 443 or 13.5% were dissertations, masters' theses, or bachelor's theses; 318 or 9.7% were books, and 281 or 8.6% were foreign language materials.
The remaining 279 or 8.5% constituted a wide variety of miscellaneous sources such as reports, course syllabi, unpublished manuscripts, reviews, presentation slides, blogs, and websites.
It is interesting to note that Google Scholar contained a total count of 1,951 citing references that were scholarly journal articles. Although this was only roughly 60% of the total citations in Google Scholar, it is only slightly higher than the total count of scholarly journal articles in Scopus (1782) and Web of Science (1735).
The five journals selected for review in this study were cited in widely varying degrees. Figure 4 ]
Comparison of Database Coverage of Citing References per Journal
The percentage of citing references to each journal was considered separately to determine whether the patterns of citation coverage for each database were consistent (e.g., is the percentage of citations retrieved from each citation database consistent from journal to journal), or if the percentage of citing references retrieved for each journal varied. For breakdowns by source type, see [ Figure 5 ]. Coverage of each journal in the three databases varied somewhat. [ Figure 6 ] Journal of Social Service Research had 9
citing references appearing in all three databases out of the 75 unique citations to this journal, or 12.0%. 
Considerations Regarding Google Scholar Coverage
Earlier, it was noted that 1,951 or 59.6% of all citations found in Google Scholar were journal articles, and that number is only slightly higher than the total number of citations to journal articles in Scopus or Google Scholar provided roughly 10%-20% of citing references in scholarly journal format that were not found in the proprietary databases.
Patterns in Citation Count
The interval between the citation count of the highest cited journal (Child Abuse and Neglect) and the other four journals was computed and the results for each database were plotted on a graph [ Figure 7 ]. Inclusion in Scopus is determined by the Scopus Content Selection and Advisory Board, consisting of fourteen experts in a variety of subject disciplines. 29 Web of Science states that it covers over 12,000
"top-tier" journals and inclusion in the database is determined by editors at Thomson Reuters. 30 Google Scholar, on the other hand, does not have any systematic means of evaluating journals for inclusion -by its very nature it cannot--because it is first and foremost a web search engine, it simply captures what has been published on the World Wide Web. Thus, the non-systematic means of collecting citation data provides no consistent pattern or system by which citing references are included or retrieved from Google Scholar; whereas the inclusion and retrieval of citing references in Scopus and Web of Science is systematic in nature, and therefore a similar pattern of citation coverage is demonstrated.
Citing References in Foreign Languages
Foreign language materials constituted 281 or 6.5 % of the 4308 total unique citations from all databases and 8.6% of the total number of citations retrieved from Google Scholar (3272). The foreign languages represented were very diverse; materials in all of the following languages cited at least one of these social welfare journals: French, Dutch, German, Chinese, Korean, Japanese, Polish, Portuguese, Turkish, Russian, and Finnish. With the trend towards greater globalism and international research, it has become more important to be able to trace the international impact or influence of a journal, institution, author, or individual article.
Discussion
Limitations of This Study
While the results and analysis of this data provide some interesting insights into the coverage of the citation databases for social welfare resources, there are some limitations which must be taken into consideration. Primarily, the Sellers, et al. article from which the key social work journals were identified was published in 2004. If such a study were undertaken in the current year, the ranking may be substantially different and may include journals that were not in publication eight years ago.
Updating the findings of this research based on the opinions of current social welfare scholars may well be a topic ripe for further study; in fact, the Sellers, et al. article was an update of an earlier article from 1994. 31 As previously stated, most ranked listings of journals are based upon citation metrics (Journal Impact Factor being the most prevalent). The 2004 Sellers article is the most current ranking which relies on a metric other than citation activity -namely, perceived value determined by a survey of social work scholars. However it is likely that these findings would be similar if a more current list were used, due to the fact that journal ranking is not a factor in the citation coverage of Web of Science, Scopus, or Google Scholar.
Another limitation to this study is the number of journals analyzed. Harvesting the citing references from Google Scholar for these five journals took approximately 140 hours in total. Adding additional journal titles to the analysis would have been preferred but was not feasible given the resources available (student assistant, grant funding) for this project.
Citations in foreign languages posed other issues when comparing Google Scholar to the other databases. There appeared to be few, if any citing references in Web of Science or Scopus from foreign language sources retrieved for this search. However, the metadata captured from these databases did not include a language field. At the same time, it is possible that there were bibliographic records in both English and the native language listed as separate results in Google Scholar. Due to the diverse array of foreign languages retrieved and a lack of knowledge of these languages means that a slight possibility exists that some articles may have been double counted in cases where bibliographic data of the citing reference for a single source was presented in the native language in one instance, and translated into English in another instance. Another consideration is that this study only measures the raw citation count. Other metrics, such as those based on eigenvector analysis (where some citing references in a network are weighted more heavily in the computation due to greater use) may result in different rankings and provide a more robust picture of citation patterns in this subject. 33 Furthermore, other measurements may be useful to consider, such as the h-index and variations that account for different citation patterns and rates over time.
When ranking the journals by highest number of citations to lowest, the rank is identical in Scopus and Child Abuse and Neglect was cited in the widest variety of document types. [ Figure 5 ] This is understandable due to the substantially larger number of citing references in total for this journal. Also, this journal has an audience that is international in scope, as it is the official journal of the International
Society of Prevention of Child Abuse and Neglect and is of interest to psychologists and other scholars
and practitioners in various social sciences. The other four are published less frequently and focus more squarely on aspects of social work and social services.
Best Use of Citation Databases
Tracing scholarly communication is a meritorious pursuit. Scholars cite other research for many reasons; one author contends that citing a source is in some respect, a social process rather than a scientific one. 35 The motivation to cite a source may be: "conceptual," "contrastive," "methodological,"
"negational," "perfunctory," or "persuasive." 36 The results of this study show that for the social welfare journals studied, 40 In addition, at least one scholar has noted that the omission of citations from non-English language sources is a tremendous oversight. 41 For social welfare, it would appear that a large number of sources in Google Scholar would be considered scholarly -articles, books, and dissertations are the top three document formats of citing references to the journals selected for this study. Therefore, using Google Scholar is a useful addition to the social welfare researcher's arsenal of tools for measuring scholarly communication, journal use, and influence. Nonetheless there is a further caveat that should be acknowledged: Beel and Gipp have determined that with a little web coding knowledge, it is relatively easy to falsify citing references to research and create "search engine spam" which artificially inflates citation counts within Google Scholar 42 While it is unclear as to whether this is occurring deliberately and if so, to what extent, it remains an issue which should engender cautious use of search engine citation data. Unfortunately, at this time the only way to guard against this type of false hit is to evaluate the citing references from Google Scholar by looking at each one individually.
Conclusion
It has been asserted that it is sufficient to track citations only to those journals which are "most important," usually based on their past citation rates. 43 While there is something to be said for focusing on citations from publications that have been evaluated for "importance," it may simply not be 
